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Abstract 
Using a rich, nationally representative data set with a large sample of minorities and matched 
small area characteristics, we explore differences in life satisfaction for ethnic groups living 
in UK. We test the hypothesis that minorities will be less satisfied, which will in part be 
explained by less favourable individual and area contexts, but that living in areas with a 
larger proportion of own ethnic group promotes well-being. We find that satisfaction is lower 
among minorities, ceteris paribus, but area concentration is associated with higher life 
satisfaction for certain groups. We discuss the implications of our findings. 
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1. Introduction  
Ethnic inequalities both in the first (immigrant) and second generations are a source of 
extensive research both within and across countries (Heath and Cheung 2007). While most 
analysis has focused on structural inequalities, there are also good reasons for evaluating 
ethnic minority individuals’ subjective assessments of how well their life is going and what 
that adds to our understanding of their welfare (Shields and Wailoo 2002). Scholars 
researching life satisfaction (and other measures of subjective well-being such as happiness) 
have made a convincing case that such measures not only capture very immediate aspects of 
positive and negative life experience, but are also linked to subsequent outcomes including 
differences in morbidity and mortality risks (Kahneman and Krueger 2006). Life satisfaction 
is, therefore, an important outcome and potential source of inequalities, in its own right. It is 
informative about how well people are faring, all things considered. Following 
recommendations made in the Stiglitz Report (Stiglitz, Sen and Fitoussi 2009), a number of 
governments, including the UK government, have started to draw on life satisfaction reports 
alongside GDP to monitor the economic progress of the nation (Office for National Statistics 
2012).  
We know an increasing amount about the determinants and correlates of life satisfaction but 
very few studies have looked at variation in life satisfaction across different ethnic groups 
and different generations of immigrants (for comprehensive overviews, see, Bruni and Porta 
2007; Dolan, Peasgood and White 2008). Similarly, with a few exceptions, ethnic differences 
in life satisfaction have not received much attention from ethnicity and migration scholars, 
which is in sharp contrast to the attention given to other aspects of minority ethnic groups’ 
experience.  There is of course substantial overlap between those objective factors that 
ethnicity and migration scholars have demonstrated are unequally distributed across different 
ethnic groups (and generations of immigrants within them) and those objective factors that 
the life satisfaction researchers have ascertained impact on how satisfied people are with their 
lives. But it is also likely that the different contexts of settlement and reception (Portes and 
Borocz 1989; Rumbaut 2008) experienced by different immigrant groups shape their 
experience of well-being. 
In this paper we integrate discussions of life satisfaction, ethnicity and migration by 
systematically investigating whether there are differences in life satisfaction across ethnic 
groups (and across different migration generations within them). We ask, if such differences 
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are found, to what extent any such differences may be attributed to differences in individual 
circumstances. While immigrants and their descendants can face challenging contexts, as 
documented in the extent and persistence across generations of inequalities and 
discrimination (Heath and Cheung 2007), which are likely to decrease their satisfaction 
relative to majority populations in aggregate, there may also be compensating characteristics 
and circumstances that mitigate some of these negative effects. Such factors may be both 
individual, such as the overall younger age profile of minorities and the tendency towards 
positive health selection of immigrants, but also contextual, such as the proximity of social 
support and cultural networks, through relative area concentration.  
The unequal spatial distribution of minority ethnic groups is a much researched phenomenon 
in the social sciences. There is considerable debate about the advantages and disadvantages of 
geographical concentration of ethnic minority groups. Much of the focus has been on the 
(positive) economic effects of ethnic ‘enclaves’ or the negative impacts of ethnic 
‘segregation’ (see, for example, Drever 2004). On the one hand, concentration is supposed to 
offer potential employment opportunities, particularly for immigrants (first generation); 
while, by contrast, much evidence has focused on the negative effects of segregation on 
opportunities and wages. Broader consequences of ethnic concentration on, for example, 
voter registration (Fieldhouse and Cutts 2008) and to a limited extent health (Bécares, Nazroo 
and Stafford 2009), have also been found, however, alongside a rich qualitative literature 
charting the social and cultural resources associated with relative ethnic group concentration 
that can benefit, in particular, recent immigrants (Bolt, Özüekren and Phillips 2009). One of 
the main mechanisms by which minorities are argued to benefit from concentration is through 
its protective effect in relation to racism and harassment (Bécares, Nazroo and Stafford 2009; 
Phillips 1998; Shields and Wailoo 2002). 
If there are indeed such ‘protective’ effects of own group concentration, we would expect 
them to be reflected in people’s evaluation of their own situation – their satisfaction or 
happiness.  However, there is as yet almost no empirical evidence on whether or not this is 
the case. Moreover, we would expect this effect to be net of other factors that might be 
implicated by ethnic group concentration, whether individual employment opportunities and 
low-income risks or neighbourhood deprivation.  Given its association with health, life 
satisfaction additionally provides a critical mechanism by which area concentration and 
differences in discrimination (Karlsen and Nazroo 2002) could translate into positive health 
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and social outcomes for minority groups.  By testing whether ethnic concentration promotes 
well-being, we can not only shed additional light on the ethnic concentration debate but 
potentially also identify one mechanism by which we may better understand differences in 
ethnic groups’ longer term outcomes.    
There are, however, challenges for isolating the ‘pure’ effect of ethnic group concentration, 
and testing whether it does indeed have a positive influence on well-being. The first is that 
areas of concentration are often also areas of relative deprivation (Clark and Drinkwater 
2002). This means that unless neighbourhood characteristics are properly accounted for the 
negative effects of deprivation and positive effects of concentration may cancel each other 
out. Second, despite the acknowledged diversity of ethnic groups in their migration history, 
patterns of settlement, socio-economic profile and cultural and social characteristics and 
resources (Modood et al. 1997; Platt 2005),  assessment of ethnic concentration on a range of 
outcomes often utilises crude aggregate measures of ‘non-white’. It is, we suggest, 
theoretically implausible that the concentration of other minorities rather than one’s own 
group is relevant for outcomes linked to social support, own-language contact, cultural 
networks, and so on. Measures of diversity per se may arguably have rather different and 
more isolating consequences, such as reduced trust (Putnam (2007), though see Letki (2008) 
for a challenge to this view), but this aspect of diversity is a separate issue for investigation.  
It is therefore important to use measures of concentration that are group specific to address 
the potential protective effects of ethnic density, while allowing for the differences in 
concentration across groups.  
A third issue is that the arguments for the positive consequences of ethnic concentration, in 
particular in relation to factors such as social support and cultural resources, but also in terms 
of economic opportunities in the face of language constraints, relate primarily to the 
experience of immigrants and their families. While there is ample evidence on the internal 
mobility and segregation patterns of the second generation (Bolt and van Kempen 2009; 
Finney and Simpson 2008), it is less clear what we might expect to be the impact of ethnic 
group concentration on the experience of adult second generation minorities who do not 
move or who select into ethnically dense areas, and how the relationships between choice and 
constraint (Phillips 1998) play out for them. There is a growing literature on the second 
generation specifically, which covers both improvements in economic and educational 
position relative to the immigrant generation, but also charts more critical perspectives, 
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particularly in relation to sensitivity to racism and discrimination (Heath and Demireva 2014; 
Platt 2014), alongside persistent ethnic penalties (Heath and Cheung 2007). Since the second 
generation also illustrates patterns of selective migration out of areas of concentration, with 
those with more resources more (able and) willing to move (Bolt and van Kempen 2009), we 
would expect to find somewhat different associations between ethnic concentration and well-
being across generations, rather than a single overarching story. 
In this paper, therefore, we address the question of whether there are differences in life 
satisfaction for different minority ethnic groups and whether own ethnic group concentration 
impacts on minority ethnic groups’ evaluation of their life satisfaction in the UK. Moreover 
we address this question separately for the first and second generation, and controlling not 
only for differences in individual characteristics that are likely to be linked to well-being, but 
also for a range of area characteristics, that allow us to separate ethnic group concentration 
from other potential neighbourhood influences. By using a comprehensive national data set 
covering a large number of neighbourhoods of different types and with substantial minority 
group samples, we are able to estimate the discrete impact of ethnic group concentration on 
individuals’ life satisfaction, and variation across disaggregated ethnic groups.  
In the next section, we amplify findings from the key life satisfaction, ethnicity and 
neighbourhood effects literatures that we draw upon in constructing our hypotheses and 
developing our analysis (Section 2). From this overview we develop the key hypotheses that 
drive our analysis (Section 3), exploiting the full potential of our data and matched 
neighbourhood measures to provide a fine-grained analysis of disaggregated ethnic groups 
across generations and utilising multiple low-level area measures. These measures are 
discussed in Section 4 on data and methods, while Section 5 provides results, and Section 6 
discussion and conclusions. 
2. Correlates of life satisfaction and why ethnicity may matter 
Life satisfaction is “a reflective appraisal, a judgment, of how well things are going, and have 
been going” (Argyle 2001) and it is now widely accepted also as a marker of people’s 
experienced utility (e.g., van Praag, Frijters and Ferrer-i-Carbonell 2003). There has been a 
plethora of research into the determinants of life satisfaction and its importance as an 
outcome both for individuals and for policymaking, especially since researchers such as 
Easterlin (1974) started arguing that higher income in itself does not make people happier.  
5 
 
The life satisfaction research has ascertained a number of interesting and consistent 
relationships between individual characteristics and life satisfaction. First, life satisfaction is 
U-shaped in age with life satisfaction typically being at its lowest in mid life (e.g., 
Blanchflower and Oswald 2008). Second, unemployment (Blackaby et al. 1994) and a lower 
level of financial well-being (see, e.g., Easterlin 1974; Frijters, Haisken-DeNew and Shields 
2004) are associated with lower life satisfaction. Third, people who are married are more 
satisfied with life than never-married singles, divorcees (including those living in separation) 
and widowers (see, e.g., Shapiro and Keyes 2008). A further consistent finding from the more 
recent literature is that people who belong to a religion are more satisfied with their life (Lim 
and Putnam 2010). Last, but not least, it has been found that markers of poor health are 
significant factors in explaining lower self-reported levels of life satisfaction (Brief et al. 
1993; Diener et al. 1999); Diener and Chan (2011) show that happier people also go on to 
live healthier and longer lives.
 
Findings with respect to other individual characteristics 
typically included in micro-economic life satisfaction models (such as gender, education and 
number of children in the household) are, however, mixed (Frijters, Haisken-DeNew and 
Shields 2004).Yet other characteristics, such as ethnicity and the local neighbourhood (which 
can be expected to be of paramount importance given the unequal distribution of ethnic 
minorities in space) have not been researched extensively enough to reach a conclusion as to 
whether the findings are consistent.  
Ethnicity and migration status have been considered as a relevant determinant of life 
satisfaction by very few empirical studies. Verkuyten (2008), comparing the life satisfaction 
of native Dutch with that of Turkish immigrants in The Netherlands, found  that the life 
satisfaction of the minority ethnic group (i.e., the Turks) was lower. By contrast, using data 
from the Fourth National Survey of Ethnic Minorities, 1993-94, Shields and Whailoo (2002) 
found that, in Britain, Black Caribbean and South Asians were, on average, less unhappy than 
their White British counterparts, though their measure was one of psychological distress 
rather than life satisfaction. Research for the United States suggests that Blacks are less 
satisfied with their lives than Whites (Blanchflower and Oswald 2004), but there is also some 
evidence which suggests that this may not be true for all minority groups (Dolan, Peasgood 
and White 2008); Hispanics, for instance, have been shown to be more satisfied with their life 
than Whites (Luttmer 2005). Heterogeneity in life satisfaction is also reported for different 
ethnic groups in a Canadian sample, where people with aboriginal backgrounds express a 
generally lower subjective well-being than those in the non-aboriginal visible minority or 
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other ethnic groups (Michalos and Zumbo 2001). These associations are robust to including 
markers of individual socio-demographic and socio-economic characteristics. Moreover, 
Michalos and Zumbo (2001) found that markers of ethnic and cultural background, social 
cohesion and prejudice do not explain a great deal of the observed differences in life 
satisfaction.  
Given the correlates of life satisfaction, there are a number of reasons to expect that minority 
ethnic groups and immigrants in the UK may be less satisfied with their lives than members 
of the majority ethnic group or host society. On the one hand, belonging to a minority ethnic 
group tends to be associated with economic and social disadvantage (see, e.g., Cheung and 
Heath 2007; Modood et al. 1997; Platt 2007b). Many ethnic minority groups and groups of 
immigrants face  higher risks of unemployment (Platt 2007b), earn less (Longhi and Platt 
2008), and live in more deprived areas than their majority ethnic counterparts (Simpson et al. 
2009). There is, however, great variation across groups; but even so, more successful groups 
can still face obstacles to social mobility or advancement (Longhi, Nicoletti and Platt 2012; 
Platt 2007a). In addition, the challenges of acculturation associated with migration (Berry 
1997) can create dissonance in the experience of immigrants and impact their satisfaction 
with life. On the other hand, immigrants are typically positively selected (Bartram 2013). By 
contrast, in the second generation, which is typically more geographically dispersed and 
which has greater majority group exposure, we find greater levels of alienation and 
heightened sensitivity to the discrimination and the inequalities of society (Heath and 
Demireva 2014; Heath and Roberts 2008), alongside continuing employment and economic 
disadvantage (Heath and Cheung 2007). Nevertheless, the second generation is undoubtedly 
doing better than the first generation in the UK as in most European countries.  
The unequal distribution of ethnic minorities in space and life satisfaction 
Minority ethnic groups tend to be unequally distributed in space (Musterd 2005).  Numerous 
research studies suggest that socio-economic outcomes such as schooling, welfare receipt , 
(un)employment and health are affected by where we live (for extensive reviews of this body 
of research, see, e.g., Dietz 2002; Durlauf 2003; Galster and Killen 1995; Jencks and Mayer 
1990; Sampson, Morenoff and Gannon-Rowley 2002) but research on subjective evaluations 
of how life is going is scant. Sirgy and Cornwell (2002) have shown that neighbourhood 
social features affect life satisfaction via satisfaction with the community while economic 
attributes of the neighbourhood affect life satisfaction via satisfaction with the house and 
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home. Shields and Wooden (2003), using data for Australia, found that neighbourhoods 
which are perceived as places where the neighbours interact socially exert positive effects on 
people’s life satisfaction. A small number of studies reported statistically significant variation 
in life satisfaction by levels of neighbourhood income, although the direction of the 
association varies across studies (Clark, Westergård-Nielsen and Kristensen 2009; Graham 
and Felton 2005; Knies 2012; Knies, Burgess and Propper 2008; Luttmer 2005).  
While there is some evidence on associational behaviour and contact outcomes of ethnic 
groups, there is to our knowledge little research on ethnic groups’ life satisfaction and how 
neighbourhoods play a role in that, in particular the impact of the ethnic composition of the 
neighbourhoods. There are, for example, a number of studies that  test whether living in more 
deprived or more ethnically segregated neighbourhoods affects the experience and 
engagement of minorities: Vervoort, Flap and Dagevos (2010) show that minority ethnic 
groups’ social contacts with co-ethnics are higher when the share of co-ethnics in the 
neighbourhood is higher; moreover, the greater the share of minority ethnic groups or the 
greater ethnic diversity the less contact ethnic minorities have with the majority ethnic group. 
But it is not clear from this whether the overall experienced utility is affected by contact/non-
contact. For Britain, Fieldhouse and Cutts (2008) looked at the influence of neighbourhood 
ethnic concentration on increased participation, specifically electoral registration; while 
Bécares and colleagues have explored the positive relationship between ethnic group 
concentration and a range of outcomes (Becares, Nazroo and Stafford 2009), including social 
cohesion (Becares et al. 2011). In addition there is a literature that has explored the negative 
consequences in terms of trust and solidarity of diversity of an area, a measure, which is 
linked to the overall number and variation in minorities (Putnam 2007). The conclusions from 
other contexts are, however, contested for the UK where, it is argued, it is deprivation rather 
than diversity that impacts trust (Letki 2008). However, studies which link area composition 
to life satisfaction are lacking.  
A study by Schulz et al. (2000) found that lower life satisfaction in Blacks compared to 
Whites is confounded by the former’s higher prevalence of living in high-poverty 
neighbourhoods, and the greater chance of experiencing unfair treatment in such areas. The 
study scope was limited to the Detroit area and it is therefore not clear whether results hold in 
a sample representative of a general population or can be extended to other countries. 
Moreover, the study used rather broad racial categories, thereby potentially hiding 
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heterogeneity in effects, mainly in the White group.  Another study explored the effect on 
subjective well-being of natives and immigrants living in areas with lesser or greater shares 
of migrants in Germany (Akay, Constant and Giulietti 2012). It found that both natives and 
immigrants experienced greater utility from living in areas with more immigrants, although 
the results for immigrants were less robust. Interestingly, that study also found that the effect 
on well-being for natives increased with the degree of assimilation of immigrants up to a 
threshold. This highlights the importance of recognising the heterogeneity of ethnic groups. 
Evans and Kelley (2002) reported that a number of markers of the ethnic composition of 
neighbourhoods had no net impact on Australians’ life satisfaction;  preliminary results 
reported for Germany, suggest the same may hold for both natives and migrants in Germany 
(Koczan 2012). While ethnic diversity may in fact be irrelevant, there could be positive and 
negative effects that cancel out. Neither of these two studies considered that there may well 
be heterogeneity in ethnic composition effects, depending on own group membership. The 
proportion of co-ethnics in a neighbourhood, besides diversity per se, can be argued to 
determine ones’ social networks and experience of harassment and discrimination. Local 
concentration of one’s own group could also influence self-perception as a minority, 
irrespective of the national proportion of one’s ethnic group. 
Hence it is clearly important for obtaining robust and meaningful results to account both for 
diversity across group and to model concentrations that can be convincingly linked to the 
well-being of particular groups, alongside diversity per se which may have more ambiguous 
consequences.  
Against this background, our paper makes a significant contribution to the emerging literature 
on the experienced utility of neighbourhood ethnic composition by providing for the first 
time empirical evidence from Britain using new large-scale nationally representative data that 
include a minority ethnic boost. This has advantages over the small, regional samples 
typically analysed in the field of ethnicity and neighbourhood effects research, in particular as 
it allows us to focus on heterogeneity across finer ethnic group categories and across a wide 
range of different neighbourhood contexts. 
9 
 
3. Hypotheses 
Our first set of hypotheses relate to patterns of life satisfaction across minority relative to 
majority groups – and the extent to which these will be linked to known correlates of 
subjective well-being.  
Hypothesis 1: Ethnic minorities in the UK are less happy than the White UK majority, but 
there will be variation across groups. This will be due to a range of factors that include 
differences in individual characteristics, differences in neighbourhood and differences related 
to processes of migration and majority society reception, including experiences of 
dislocation. 
Hypothesis 1a:  Hence, some of the difference will be explained by compositional effects. 
Minority ethnic groups are heterogeneous both in terms socio-demographic characteristics 
and those characteristics linked to higher life satisfaction.  
Hypothesis 1b: Some of the difference can also be explained by neighbourhood effects. 
Ethnic minorities tend to cluster in certain areas, many of which are economically deprived. 
In addition to deprivation, life satisfaction may also depend on the sort of amenities available 
in the area, the type of people living there and so on. 
Hypothesis 1c: Net of individual characteristics and area deprivation or type, we expect first 
generation ethnic minorities, particularly recent arrivals, to be happier than UK born 
minorities.  Immigrants’ reference group tends to be the group of people similar to them in 
their home country who may be relatively materially disadvantaged, and migrants are known 
to be positively selected (Bartram 2013). However, on the other hand they will still be 
unhappy relative to the White UK majority (main Hypothesis 1) because those who migrate 
are more likely to be a very select group, often referred to as “frustrated achievers” (see 
Graham and Markowitz (2011) in: Koczan (2012)). Second generation ethnic minorities on 
the other hand have as their reference group the White UK majority, with whom they will 
share similar experience and expectations, but find they are faced with a different reality. 
Second generation ethnic minorities are more likely to report being discriminated against and 
have a more negative perspective on the fairness of the society they face (Heath and 
Demireva 2014; Platt 2013). They will therefore be less happy than their first generation 
parents. 
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Our second set of hypotheses relate to the role of ethnic group concentration specifically in 
influencing life satisfaction.  
Hypothesis 2: Living near members of one’s own ethnic group increases life satisfaction. 
Living in areas with a higher proportion of co-ethnics protects against discrimination and 
provides social and cultural resources for minorities (Bécares, Nazroo and Stafford 2009; 
Phillips 1998; Shields and Wailoo 2002). Area concentration has been linked to 
psychological well-being (Shields and Wailoo 2002) and life satisfaction could be one route 
to that. Ethnic density may additionally reduce feelings of being the outsider at least in the 
neighbourhood, hence alleviate the pain associated with social exclusion (Eisenberger, 
Lieberman and Williams 2003). 
Hypothesis 2a: Nevertheless, areas of own group ethnic minority density will tend also to be 
areas of higher ethnic diversity. Ethnic diversity of the neighbourhood may affect happiness 
via lower social cohesion. Even though existing studies for the UK have shown that it is area 
deprivation (see Hypothesis 1b) which is more harmful for social cohesion and trust than 
ethnic diversity (Becares et al. 2011; Laurence 2011; Letki 2008), we anticipate that ethnic 
diversity at a given level of ethnic group concentration will be associated with lower 
satisfaction.  
Hypothesis 2b: First generation minorities will benefit more from own ethnic group members 
in the neighbourhood than the second generation, and hence ethnic density will be associated 
with higher life satisfaction for the first generation with lower or negligible effects for the 
second generation. Existing research into the behaviour, attitudes and outcomes of minority 
ethnic groups in the UK has shown there are significant differences by generation (Cheung 
2014; Heath and Demireva 2014; Heath and Cheung 2007; Parameshwaran 2014; Platt 2013; 
Sanders et al. 2014). As the first generation, particularly recent arrivals are less familiar with 
host country, they will be able to communicate better with same ethnic group members and 
also learn about the host country from them (Phillips 1998). The second generation, being 
born and brought up in the UK, should have no additional advantage from living near own 
ethnic group members. Moreover, to the extent that ethnic minority values and cultural 
practices are different from those with which the second generation feel at home, UK born 
minorities may feel happier in areas with fewer co-ethnic members who may demand greater 
adherence to values and practices of their ethnic group or channel their occupational 
opportunities (Clark and Drinkwater 2002). However, those who remain (or select to locate) 
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in areas of relatively high concentration may nevertheless reap some benefits from ethnic 
enclave effects (for instance, in the labour market, see Waldinger and Lichter 2003). 
We test these groups of hypotheses in an analysis that uses a large, nationally representative 
sample, with large numbers from discrete ethnic groups, a wealth of individual-level 
variables and covering a wide range of areas, with varying characteristics, to which we match 
appropriate area-level measures. In the next section we outline these data and our analytical 
strategy, before discussing the results and how they relate to our hypotheses in Section 5.   
4. Data and Methods 
Survey 
We use data from the first wave of Understanding Society: the UK Household Longitudinal 
Study (UKHLS). The UKHLS is an annual longitudinal household panel survey that started 
in 2009 with a nationally-representative stratified, clustered sample of around 30,000 
households living in the United Kingdom. The study incorporates an ethnic minority boost 
sample of approximately 4,000 households where at least one member (or their parents or 
grandparents) was from an ethnic minority group. The boost was designed to ensure at least 
1000 adult interviews from Black African, Bangladeshi, Caribbean, Indian and Pakistani 
ethnic groups, but also covers other ethnic groups in smaller numbers. Across the study, all 
adults (16 years or older) within sampled households were eligible for the main interview 
which included questions on various domains, including income, employment, health, 
education and a range of well-being measures. All members of the households interviewed in 
the first wave and the children of the women in these households became eligible for future 
interviews.
4
  
This study is particularly suited for our analysis. First, the study oversamples members of 
minority ethnic groups. This allows us to investigate in great detail the life situation of 
different minority groups living in the UK. Existing research has repeatedly shown that these 
ethnic minority groups are very different in terms of their behaviour and life experience and 
so treating them as a homogeneous group is not revealing (Modood et al. 1997). However, 
small sample sizes often make it impossible to analyse groups separately. With the large 
sample size and the ethnic minority boost sample of UKHLS, we are able to overcome this 
constraint. Second, observing 30,000 households which were sampled from more than 2,640 
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primary sampling units and stratified by region, the UKHLS provides wide geographical 
spread. Combined with the possibility of linking the study member’s addresses with 
published official statistics at rather immediate levels of spatial aggregation, this allows us to 
investigate with greater statistical power how well-being co-varies with neighbourhood 
contexts. Last but not least, the broad content of the study means we have access to 
information on life satisfaction as well as all those characteristics which have been linked to 
it. 
Individual Level Characteristics 
Our dependent variable, life satisfaction, is collected in the adult self-completion 
questionnaire on the basis of a question where respondents are asked to report how satisfied 
or dissatisfied they are with their life overall on a 7-point scale where response categories run 
from 1 “completely  dissatisfied” to 7 “completely satisfied”; and all response categories are 
labelled.  
Our key independent variable is ethnic group membership. We measure ethnic group using 
the UK Census 2011 ethnic group question that was asked of all adult respondents. This 
question took the form: “What is your ethnic group” and respondents selected an ethnic group 
from a list of 18 categories including an “other” category. We collapsed these ethnic groups 
into the following groups: White UK, White Other or Irish, Mixed, Indian, Pakistani, 
Bangladeshi, Caribbean and African. See Appendix Table1 for details.  
To stratify the sample by immigrant generation, we use a question on country of birth and 
divide those born in the UK (second and subsequent generations) from those born outside 
(first generation). Note that the UKHLS includes a small number of White UK who report 
that they were born outside the UK: we exclude them from our study. 
To absorb inasmuch as is possible heterogeneity in individual characteristics, we consider in 
our analysis markers for the following individual characteristics: age, sex, family context 
(i.e., marital status, and number of own children in the household), financial situation (i.e., 
household income and home ownership), work (i.e., employment status), education (i.e. 
highest qualification), whether belongs to a religion, and health (i.e., whether respondent has 
a longstanding illness/disability, and whether diagnosed with a health problem).
5
 As detailed 
in Section 2, these are standard measures included in (micro-economic) life satisfaction 
                                                                                                                                                        
4
 For further detail on the study design and data access consult www.understandingsociety.ac.uk.  
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models. Given the focus on life satisfaction of minority ethnic groups and neighbourhoods, 
we expanded the standard set of controls. First, for those who were born outside the UK (first 
generation) we explore heterogeneity between those who arrived in the UK less than 10 years 
ago and those who arrived more than 10 years ago based on a question on year of arrival. 
Second, we include a dichotomous indicator for whether or not a person lives in area with 
more than 10,000 people (dubbed: “urban area”). The measure is derived from the Office for 
National Statistics urban-rural indicator and, unlike the other neighbourhood level data that 
we use in the research, is provided with the UKHLS data.  
Area/Neighbourhood level characteristics 
To test our hypotheses regarding the neighbourhood context (outlined in Section 3), we also 
needed measures of neighbourhood deprivation and neighbourhood quality so as to get an 
unbiased estimate of the effects of the neighbourhood ethnic composition. Such 
neighbourhood level measures are not generally available with the UKHLS data. However, it 
is possible to obtain permission to access a look-up file between household identifiers and 
select local area identifiers which are used in official statistics and to then merge in 
information from published tables using that area identifier. 
For the purpose of this study we requested access to the so-called Lower Super Output Area 
(LSOA)
6
 codes as per Census 2001. LSOA are intermediate- level Census output units that 
cover around 1,000 to 1,500 individuals, and there were 32,482 LSOAs in England in 2001.
7
 
The LSOA geography is used to monitor regeneration in England which means there is a 
wealth of area data that is produced at this scale. 
We use the Townsend Deprivation Index (Townsend, Phillimore and Beattie 1988) as a 
marker for area deprivation.
8
 The index, which is also referred to as Townsend score, draws 
                                                                                                                                                        
5
 For exact question wording we refer the reader to the study questionnaires which are available on the study 
homepage, www.understandingsociety.ac.uk 
6
 There is little theoretical guidance as to the most appropriate definition of area for our analysis. But important 
considerations are that if the boundaries are drawn too tightly, important population heterogeneity may be 
missed, and if they are drawn too broadly any genuine neighbourhood contact and context effects may be 
disguised. The intermediate Census output unit provided a happy medium between these two constraints. 
7
 Note that LSOAs are not necessarily stable over time. ONS periodically reviews Census output areas. Such 
changes to the geographical area an LSOA refers are a nuisance when we undertake longitudinal analyses (or 
interpolate information from different Censuses to get a more contemporaneous estimate of the neighbourhood 
context as we do) because we cannot be sure whether the quality of the area has changed or whether the change 
in neighbourhood characteristics is an artificial effect of aggregating different places.  
8
 Indices of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) would be an alternative choice. IMD cover a larger number of domains 
and are not just based on the information gathered on Census day, see Noble et al. (2006). However, the indices 
provide a rank score, hence, the difference in deprivation between an area with rank of 20 and 25 is not the same 
as that between 25 and 30. Moreover, the rank of an area may change even if the actual deprivation level has not 
changed – thus making it non-comparable over time. At any point in time, Townsend Score and IMD are highly 
14 
 
on Census data and considers the (neighbourhood) proportion of economically active 
residents aged 16-59/64 who are unemployed (excluding students), proportion of private 
households who do not possess a car or van, proportion of private households that are not 
owner occupied, and proportion of private households that are overcrowded (i.e., more than 
one person per room). Positive values of the score indicate high material deprivation, a score 
of zero represents overall mean deprivation, and negative values indicate relative affluence. 
The index has been calculated and was made available for LSOA in 2001 by Public Health 
England (WMPHO 2008).
9
 
In addition to the Townsend score we use Experian’s MOSAIC neighbourhood typology 
(Experian Limited 2009) to capture heterogeneity in neighbourhood contexts. The MOSAIC 
typology makes use of data from a number of different sources, including the UK census, 
consumer credit data, postal address files, council tax data, edited electoral rolls, ad-hoc 
lifestyle and large scale social surveys
10
 to group people into 61 types based on the typical 
characteristics of where they live. Demographic profiles, the built environment, the economy, 
as well as consumer values, financial well-being and consumption patterns are factors in 
discriminating between types. The geographical reference is the unit postcode which, in the 
UK, covers an average of around 16 households.
11
 The (estimated) number of households 
which fall into each type is aggregated to the spatial scale of LSOA and the neighbourhood 
typology is made available free of charge to the scientific community.
12
 Thus, for each LSOA 
there is an estimate of the number of households who fall into type 1, type 2 through to type 
61. In our study we use a collapsed version of the typology which concatenates the 61 types 
into 11 groups, referred to by Experian as Groups A to K. Appendix Figure A2 provides a 
brief description of the groups; for a more detailed account see Experian Limited (2003). Our 
area level measures, therefore, refer to the proportion of all households in the LSOA which 
                                                                                                                                                        
correlated, see Appendices, Figure A1, and while we report the results using the Townsend Score, the results 
using the IMD are almost identical (results available from the authors upon request).  
9
 Indicators from Census 2011 required for calculating the score are not (yet) available.  
10
 Information on precise data origin and precise data generation procedures is kept as a business secret. This 
highlights one of the limitations of using micro-marketing data in academic research, as pointed out, for 
instance, by Longley and Harris (1999): there is no guarantee that the data provided are of good quality. The 
‘scattergun’ (ibid.) approach to data collection, i.e., the strategy of employing data that may or may not fulfil 
academic standards (in terms of response rates, sampling issues, response biases) in fact suggests the opposite. 
However, if the neighbourhood indicators were of bad quality, this will be revealed at the latest in poor returns 
to advertising campaigns and the companies will decide not to use the provider’s data again. In the competitive 
market for commercial data, providers of low-quality indicators will not survive in the long run.  
11
 http://www.dataplanning.co.uk/pages/t4t-whatis-data-home.htm 
12
 Development of the MOSAIC classification was supported by the Economic and Social Research Council. 
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are of each of these 11 types. In urban areas, less than 0.3per cent of households are classified 
as living in “rural isolation”, so we decided to omit that category in the analysis.  
Note that we will not interpret the results on area deprivation or MOSAIC group in any way. 
The neighbourhood characteristics are used merely to absorb as far as possible any 
heterogeneity in neighbourhood contexts which may be responsible for any associations with 
ethnicity or the ethnic composition in the neighbourhood, our key neighbourhood-level 
characteristic of interest.  
Our key neighbourhood-level characteristic of interest is the ethnic composition in the 
neighbourhood. Data from the UK Census 2001 and 2011 provided the number of individuals 
from the different ethnic groups living in the LSOA. We interpolate the 2001 and 2011 
population counts to get a contemporaneous estimate of how many people of each ethnic 
group live in the LSOA area.
13
 As the ethnic group question in UKHLS is the same as that in 
the census, it was straightforward to compute proportion of own ethnic group members living 
in the LSOA.  
The distribution of proportion co-ethnic is very different for White UK and all other ethnic 
groups (Figure 1) which means that in a pooled model of all ethnic groups the coefficient of 
proportion co-ethnic, which is an average effect of all groups, will be dominated by the effect 
of White UK. Instead of including a single measure of proportion of own ethnic group, 
therefore, we included measures of slightly broader ethnic group concentrations and main 
effects and interacted these with the appropriate individual level ethnic group, to ascertain the 
relationship between own ethnic group and life satisfaction. That is, we included proportion 
of Other White, South Asian, Black and Chinese in the model. These give the impact of 
concentrations of each of these aggregate groups on respondents’ satisfaction (though the 
effects will, again, be dominated by those for the White UK majority). We then interacted 
those broader categories with own ethnic group. For Indians, Pakistanis and Bangladeshis we 
interacted with the South Asian area concentration measure; for Black Caribbeans and Black 
Africans, we interacted own ethnic group with the Black groups concentration measure, and 
                                                 
13
 Some of the boundaries of LSOA we observe in the study have been redrawn across the 2001 and 2011 
censuses. LSOAs may change between censuses to reflect additional residential units, which in turn reflect a 
changing neighbourhood. However, we can evaluate which LSOAs are and are not comparable over time: ONS 
provides a look-up file indicating which areas were split, merged, changed in more complex ways or remained 
identical. Where we know that an area was split or merged with another area in a straightforward way we 
aggregated the population counts of the respective areas and Census so that the neighbourhood units referred to 
are identical over time. We tested whether changes in LSOAs impacted our findings by re-estimating our 
analysis restricting our sample to those LSOAs that remained unchanged between 2001 and 2011 census. 
Results (available from the authors on request) were unchanged.  
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for Other White we interacted individual level ethnic group with the Other White 
concentration area variable. We used the broader measure of ethnicity at area level to ensure 
the robustness of our measure across the large number of relatively small LSOAs and further 
justified this decision by the fact that within the aggregated groups there is considerable 
recognition of some affinity (Muttarak 2014), and, moreover, settlement patterns are more 
likely to overlap (Peach 2006).  This measure provided a relatively comparable distribution of 
ethnic group concentration across generations within groups, even though the distributions 
between minority groups show some variation, see Figure 2.  
 
Figure 1 
Distribution of proportion co-ethnic across LSOAs (Kernel-Density plot) 
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Figure 2 
Distribution of proportion co-ethnic across LSOAs for minority ethnic group and by 
generation (Kernel-Density plot) 
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Finally, we also used interpolated population counts from the 2001 and 2011 censuses to 
compute the Herfindahl-Hirschman Index (“Herfindahl index”) in the neighbourhood. The 
Herfindahl index is widely used to measure the concept of ethnic diversity (Putnam 2007). It 
is defined as the sum of the squares of the group shares where the shares are expressed as 
fractions. The index can range from zero when all groups are represented with a small 
number of people to 1 where only one group is represented. We consider the following 
groups in constructing the index: White British, White Irish, Other White, White and Black 
Caribbean, White and Black African, White and Asian, Other Mixed, Indian, Pakistani, 
Bangladeshi, Other Asian, Caribbean, African, Other Black, Chinese, and Other ethnic group. 
Sample restrictions 
The Townsend Score 2001 was only available for England and, therefore, we restrict the 
sample to England only. We do not expect this restriction to severely bias our results as more 
than 90 per cent of ethnic minorities live in England. The only exception is the Irish – almost 
half of those who identify as White: Irish live in Northern Ireland. Additionally, by restricting 
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the analysis to English residents only we avoid any confounding of country level effects as 
studies show that average levels of life satisfaction may differ by UK countries (Bell and 
Blanchflower 2007).  
In our ethnic group categorisation, White UK provides the majority reference category and 
for that reason we excluded any respondents self-defining as White UK, but who were born 
outside the UK.  
Other than this, we do not apply any further general sample restrictions. Placement of the 
question in the self-completion instrument necessitated our restricting the analysis to all those 
who completed the adult interview themselves (as opposed to by someone else on their 
behalf) as well as the self-completion questionnaire.  
Descriptive summary statistics describing the sample and the variables used in the analysis 
are provided in Appendix Table A2. 
Methods 
We first provide univariate population statistics to describe the population living in England 
with respect to the characteristics explored in this research. To investigate differences in life 
satisfaction across different ethnic groups and across generations within them, we then 
estimate a series of multivariate Ordinary Least Squares regression models. The decision to 
model life satisfaction using OLS regression techniques is based on the implicit assumptions 
that our measure of life satisfaction is comparable across individuals, including individuals 
from different cultural groups, and that it is a cardinal measure. In assuming the cardinality of 
the measure, we follow accepted practice in the analysis of happiness, and  Ferrer-i-Carbonell 
and Frijters (2004) have shown that cardinal and ordinal measures produce similar results. 
The assumption that our measure of happiness is comparable across cultural groups is 
potentially a stronger assumption. Nevertheless, studies have found favourable support for 
interpersonal comparability at an ordinal level within cultural groups, see van Praag, Frijters 
and Ferrer-i-Carbonell (2003). By contrast, experiments conducted by Oishi (2002) shows 
that Europeans and Americans are more likely to report higher scores on retrospective well-
being than Asians (even though there was no difference in reports of immediate experiences). 
Koczan (2012) suggests checking this by looking at the pattern of correlations between life 
satisfaction measures and individual factors for different groups. If they are similar then their 
scores are comparable. Separate group analyses (see Appendices, Table A5), demonstrated 
that the relationships between individual characteristics and life satisfaction measures are 
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consistent across groups, supporting our assumption of comparability.  However, responses to 
questions in different languages may be interpreted differently, we thus carry out a robustness 
check, discussed further below, involving the exclusion of translated questionnaire 
instruments.  
Our main analysis proceeds in stages. To investigate our first set of hypotheses, we first look 
at raw correlations between life satisfaction and ethnicity (Model 1), and then add in 
additional controls to adjust, first, for any effect on life satisfaction associated with individual 
level characteristics (Model 2) and, second, additional controls for any characteristics of the 
neighbourhoods which we hypothesise may be correlated with life satisfaction and the spatial 
distribution of ethnic minorities, namely area deprivation and socio-cultural milieux (Model 
3). We view any coefficient on the ethnicity variables that is negative and statistically 
significant as supporting our first main hypothesis. To investigate our second set of 
hypotheses we then add in measures of the ethnic composition in the neighbourhood (Model 
4). Our focus is on the coefficients on the interaction terms of own ethnic group with the 
proportion own ethnic group in the neighbourhood. We view any coefficient that is positive 
and statistically significant as supporting our second main hypotheses. Note that some of our 
hypotheses relate to effect-heterogeneity across different immigrant generations; we therefore 
provide results for the whole sample and also stratify by immigrant generation. 
We additionally subject our results to a number of robustness tests, to test the sensitivity of 
our findings to particular sampling exclusions. The first robustness test excludes those who 
had interviews conducted through translated instruments. This was because our measure of 
life satisfaction may have been sensitive to the precise phrasing and linguistic conventions in 
the translated version. The second robustness test focused the analysis solely on those living 
in metropolitan areas. This derived from the fact that the majority of ethnic minorities live in 
metropolitan areas. Hence, we have more limited opportunity to test the comparability of our 
findings equally across more rural areas. If there are differences in the quality of life in lesser 
urban and rural areas which impact on life satisfaction then some of the negative coefficient 
that we observe for ethnic minority groups may be reflecting this unobserved rural quality of 
life factor.  
The third robustness test relates to issue of selection into areas, a feature of neighbourhood 
analysis that is much discussed in the literature (Galster 2008). An individual’s selection into 
a neighbourhood may be considered a choice although for some it is less an issue of 
preferences than constraints (van der Laan Bouma-Doff 2007). In other words, people tend to 
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choose to live in areas where they are happy. If the neighbourhood characteristics that affect a 
person’s life satisfaction are unobserved and correlated with the ethnic composition of the 
neighbourhood then any observed positive effect of proportion co-ethnic may reflect the 
effect of the unobserved characteristics. To check for potential selection we utilise a survey 
question that asked respondents if they would like to move from their neighbourhood. If they 
answered in the affirmative, we can assume that their current neighbourhood is not their 
preferred choice and so for these people unobserved characteristics that positively affect 
happiness or life satisfaction are not present. Compare also Clark and Drinkwater (2002). The 
estimates for this sub-sample may therefore be regarded as a lower bound estimate of the 
hypothesised positive effect of higher own-group ethnic concentration. 
The analysis is conducted using the analysis software Stata 13. We use the programme’s svy 
suite of commands to ensure that standard errors are corrected for the complex design of the 
survey, which involves clustered, stratified random sampling in Great Britain. All results are 
weighted using cross-sectional self-completion response weights to correct for any bias due 
to unequal selection probabilities and non-response.  
5. Results 
Table 2 provides estimates for the individual and neighbourhood characteristics we explore 
for the population living in England, by ethnic group and generation. It shows that the factors 
we expect to be associated with life satisfaction differ by ethnic group.  With the exception of 
first generation Caribbeans, minority groups tend to be younger, and this is particularly the 
case for the UK born minorities and for the three South Asian groups (i.e., Indians, Pakistanis 
and Bangladeshis). The minority groups tend to be relatively highly qualified, though the 
Pakistani and Bangladeshi distribution of qualifications in the first generation is quite 
polarised, and the Caribbean first generation has slightly lower than average rates of 
graduates. Given the age structure, minority group employment rates are relatively low, and 
this is in part due to low female participation rates among Bangladeshis and Pakistanis, and, 
to a lesser extent, Indians. Health problems are also linked to age structure, and hence show 
considerable variation across groups, with the Caribbean first generation again being closest 
to the white majority pattern. There are also substantial variations in family patterns – there is 
a higher presence of dependent children in minority groups but also a higher rate of singles 
and in the UK born South Asian group in particular. Household resources are also unevenly 
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distributed, specifically income and owner occupation, reflecting the much lower command 
of financial resources and higher poverty rates that are faced by most minority groups (Platt 
2007b), with the White Other group being in a relatively privileged position (Dickens and 
McKnight 2008). Variation across groups and generations also exists with respect to 
neighbourhood characteristics. Whilst 26 per cent of White UK live in metropolitan areas, the 
same is true for more than 50 per cent of minorities and amounting to 84 per cent among UK 
born Blacks. All minorities live in relatively more deprived areas but, again, there is 
considerable variation. Interestingly, the overall more unfavourable neighbourhood contexts 
faced by ethnic minorities do not straightforwardly translate into expressing a preference for 
moving: Around 40 per cent of South Asians say they prefer to move which is the same as 
White UK. By contrast, around 50 per cent of the Other White and Black groups state that 
they prefer to move. This suggests that minorities will on balance have characteristics that 
would in an unadjusted analysis tend to make them both happier (e.g. youth) and less happy 
(e.g. family income) than the majority, but that there is substantial diversity between groups. 
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Table 2 
Population characteristics
1
 of individuals and their neighbourhoods by ethnic group and generation 
  
White 
UK 
Other White Mixed Indian Pakistani Bangladeshi Black Caribbean Black African 
  
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
Female 0.51 0.56 0.43 0.55 0.57 0.39 0.49 0.40 0.48 0.36 0.50 0.53 0.60 0.51 0.51 
Age Group 
               16-24 years 0.14 0.14 0.12 0.23 0.40 0.12 0.40 0.13 0.51 0.16 0.47 0.07 0.21 0.19 0.44 
25-29 years 0.07 0.17 0.13 0.10 0.15 0.12 0.13 0.15 0.20 0.16 0.17 0.08 0.11 0.13 0.12 
30-44 years 0.24 0.39 0.35 0.34 0.29 0.35 0.43 0.39 0.29 0.47 0.17 0.17 0.41 0.45 0.34 
45-59 years 0.25 0.16 0.29 0.23 0.13 0.27 0.03 0.24 0.01 0.15 0.12 0.38 0.27 0.18 0.10 
60+ years 0.29 0.14 0.11 0.11 0.04 0.14 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.07 0.30 0.00 0.04 0.00 
Highest Educational 
Qualifications 
               Degree 0.20 0.41 0.45 0.33 0.26 0.50 0.39 0.36 0.28 0.28 0.21 0.18 0.23 0.37 0.36 
Other higher 0.11 0.15 0.07 0.09 0.13 0.12 0.08 0.07 0.10 0.07 0.05 0.11 0.18 0.17 0.11 
A-level or equivalent 0.20 0.14 0.22 0.28 0.26 0.11 0.30 0.13 0.28 0.19 0.36 0.20 0.23 0.20 0.30 
GCSE or equivalent 0.23 0.07 0.13 0.15 0.27 0.10 0.19 0.14 0.27 0.17 0.23 0.20 0.26 0.14 0.23 
Other or no qualifications 0.26 0.24 0.12 0.14 0.08 0.17 0.04 0.30 0.08 0.30 0.15 0.31 0.11 0.13 0.00 
Current activity status 
               In paid employment 0.48 0.54 0.53 0.49 0.47 0.56 0.54 0.36 0.36 0.43 0.48 0.40 0.57 0.51 0.44 
Self-employed 0.07 0.12 0.07 0.08 0.05 0.08 0.05 0.12 0.05 0.09 0.06 0.09 0.06 0.04 0.08 
Retired 0.23 0.11 0.08 0.08 0.02 0.10 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.02 0.05 0.25 0.00 0.03 0.00 
Unemployed 0.06 0.06 0.12 0.08 0.12 0.07 0.07 0.10 0.13 0.11 0.06 0.11 0.14 0.12 0.07 
Other 0.15 0.18 0.21 0.26 0.34 0.20 0.34 0.36 0.45 0.35 0.34 0.15 0.23 0.30 0.41 
(continues next page) 
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Table 2 
(Continued) 
  
White 
UK 
Other White Mixed Indian Pakistani Bangladeshi Black Caribbean Black African 
  
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
Partnership status 
               Single or never married 0.22 0.28 0.33 0.29 0.57 0.18 0.56 0.18 0.54 0.20 0.57 0.28 0.58 0.35 0.64 
Married or cohabiting 0.64 0.61 0.61 0.60 0.38 0.76 0.41 0.73 0.41 0.74 0.39 0.49 0.35 0.54 0.29 
Separated or divorced 0.08 0.07 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.03 0.03 0.06 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.17 0.07 0.09 0.07 
Widowed 0.06 0.04 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.06 0.01 0.02 0.01 
No. of own kids in 
household
c
 0.43 0.46 0.40 0.49 0.49 0.64 0.60 1.12 0.83 1.32 0.35 0.38 0.65 0.94 0.68 
Total monthly personal 
income in £1k
c
 1.60 1.84 2.30 1.59 1.38 1.69 1.58 1.23 0.95 1.41 1.07 1.48 1.67 1.37 1.53 
Owner of a house or flat 0.73 0.39 0.63 0.46 0.53 0.61 0.84 0.64 0.81 0.44 0.73 0.55 0.50 0.23 0.41 
Long standing illness or 
disability 0.38 0.23 0.38 0.25 0.26 0.23 0.15 0.27 0.16 0.24 0.14 0.37 0.27 0.14 0.14 
Has a health problem 0.50 0.29 0.46 0.36 0.40 0.32 0.25 0.35 0.22 0.30 0.26 0.53 0.42 0.22 0.25 
Belong to a religion 0.47 0.63 0.62 0.63 0.43 0.87 0.80 0.95 0.97 0.96 0.85 0.73 0.61 0.93 0.83 
Arrived in the UK less than 
10 years ago 1.00 0.60 1.00 0.46 1.00 0.47 1.00 0.38 1.00 0.36 1.00 0.19 1.00 0.62 1.00 
Lives in an urban area 0.78 0.89 0.89 0.93 0.94 0.97 0.97 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.91 0.99 0.99 0.98 0.98 
No. years lived at current 
residence
c
 13.94 6.39 9.01 7.52 8.89 9.85 11.52 8.92 10.84 8.78 14.32 13.63 10.99 4.54 8.53 
Prefer to move 0.39 0.42 0.51 0.55 0.51 0.33 0.40 0.37 0.37 0.41 0.35 0.54 0.55 0.53 0.45 
Lives in a metropolitan 
area 0.26 0.51 0.59 0.48 0.60 0.64 0.64 0.72 0.69 0.83 0.69 0.73 0.76 0.73 0.84 
Whether 2011 LSOA 
changed since 2001 0.03 0.05 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.06 0.06 
(continues next page) 
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Table 2 
(Continued)  
  
White 
UK 
Other White Mixed Indian Pakistani Bangladeshi Black Caribbean Black African 
  
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
Proportion co-ethnic
c
  0.87 0.09 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.17 0.15 0.21 0.26 0.16 0.12 0.06 0.06 0.08 0.09 
Proportion Other White
c
 0.04 0.11 0.11 0.10 0.09 0.08 0.07 0.08 0.07 0.11 0.08 0.12 0.11 0.11 0.12 
Proportion South Asian
c
 0.04 0.08 0.08 0.10 0.10 0.29 0.28 0.36 0.40 0.33 0.28 0.17 0.16 0.13 0.11 
Proportion Black 
Caribbean or African
c
 0.02 0.06 0.07 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.06 0.11 0.07 0.15 0.16 0.15 0.16 
Proportion Chinese
c
  0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 
Herfindahl Index
c
 0.79 0.55 0.55 0.53 0.55 0.43 0.43 0.36 0.40 0.31 0.46 0.36 0.34 0.39 0.36 
Townsend score
c 
 -0.58 1.36 1.11 1.68 1.41 1.71 1.68 3.65 3.52 5.66 3.28 3.16 3.44 4.03 3.34 
Proportion of households 
of type
c
 
               Symbol of Success 0.11 0.12 0.13 0.10 0.11 0.08 0.08 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.05 
Happy families 0.12 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.08 0.07 0.08 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.07 0.08 
Suburban Comfort 0.18 0.12 0.15 0.12 0.14 0.26 0.27 0.16 0.16 0.08 0.16 0.16 0.15 0.08 0.12 
Ties of community 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.20 0.17 0.26 0.27 0.45 0.48 0.33 0.34 0.26 0.25 0.22 0.21 
Urban Intelligence 0.06 0.22 0.24 0.18 0.16 0.12 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.14 0.08 0.19 0.16 0.17 0.21 
Welfare borderline 0.04 0.09 0.08 0.13 0.11 0.05 0.08 0.10 0.07 0.26 0.15 0.14 0.18 0.23 0.18 
Municipal dependency 0.06 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.06 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.03 
Blue collar enterprise 0.10 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.08 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.08 0.09 0.09 
Twilight subsistence 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 
Grey perspectives 0.08 0.07 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.01 
 
Number of observations 24,611 1,077 190 222 435 867 438 487 381 380 221 360 414 782 130 
Source: Understanding Society, Wave 1, 2009/10, linked with Census 2001 and 2011. Results weighted and adjusted for survey design. 
1 Most characteristics are a dichotomy and may therefore be interpreted as proportion. Continuous variables are marked 
c
. 
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We report the main results relating to hypothesis 1 in Table 3. Table 3 shows just the results 
relating to ethnic group in a pooled model (panel 1) and separately for the first (panel 2) and 
UK born (panel 3) generations of each group. We refer the reader to associated Tables A3A-
A3C in the Appendix for the results from these models for all variables; the relationships for 
the other variables are in the expected directions.
14
  
Model 1 in Table 3 includes only ethnic group dummies; Model 2 adds individual 
characteristics – to ascertain if hypothesis 1a holds; and Model 3 additionally includes area 
level characteristics other than those related to ethnic composition to assess hypothesis 1b. 
All results are reported for the whole sample in the top panel and then we inspect them 
separately for first generation ethnic minorities and for UK born minorities to test hypothesis 
1c, that is, whether there are differences in happiness between the first and subsequent 
generations. The (UK born) White UK majority provides the reference group in all cases. 
The top panel of Table 3, then, demonstrates that the results support our first set of 
hypotheses. Ethnic minorities are less happy than the White majority and this result persists 
even after we control for compositional effects (hypothesis 1a) and area effects including area 
deprivation (hypothesis 1b). Indeed, in Model 2 the negative effects even increase for some 
groups, illustrating the extent to which their individual characteristics are positively related to 
life satisfaction, for example in terms of age. Overall, individual characteristics do little to 
change this main effect of being less happy.  
When area effects, including area deprivation are included (Model 3) they have little impact 
on life satisfaction, though there tends to be a slight reduction in the negative coefficients on 
life satisfaction,  indicating  that not only are minorities more likely to be concentrated in 
deprived areas but that this has a small impact on their life satisfaction. (Inspection of Table 
A3A shows that the Townsend deprivation measure has a small significant negative effect on 
life satisfaction.) However, as with individual characteristics there remain clear deficits in the 
life satisfaction of minority groups relative to the majority, even with this comprehensive set 
of individual and contextual control variables.  
Turning to the second and third panels of Table 3, once we separate by generation we find 
that the UK born ethnic minorities are even less happy compared to the White majority than 
                                                 
14
 We find that these results are consistent with those found in other studies: area level deprivation, 
unemployment, marital separation, number of children in the household, poor health, living in an urban area are 
all likely to result in reporting of lower life satisfaction scores while higher education, income and wealth, 
religious belonging, being retired, being in a partnership are all likely to increase life satisfaction scores. 
26 
 
the first generation (hypothesis 1c). This is consistent with UK born ethnic minorities having 
similar expectations about their life outcomes as their White majority counterparts but being 
disappointed by a reality which fails to match up to their expectations, and having a keener 
perception of being discriminated against than the first generation.  However, the Black 
Caribbeans in the second generation are not, contra to discussions of Black British alienation, 
the least happy, nor do they show any decrease in their life satisfaction from the first to the 
second generation.  
The somewhat more positive results for the first generation are consistent with immigrants 
being a selected group and with the immigrant generation using those in the source country as 
their reference group. Thus, they may not be as dissatisfied with their lives as those 
comparing their experience with their majority counterparts in the second generation, but 
nevertheless experience the negative impacts on well-being of migration and dislocation. 
Consistent with this interpretation, those who have been settled in the UK for a shorter period 
are relatively less unhappy than those who have been settled for more than 10 years (see 
Appendices, Table A3B). Immigrants may, therefore, be changing their reference group to 
White UK and also, over time, may realise that their expectations informing their move to the 
UK may not be fulfilled. 
Interestingly, the groups who show the lowest rates of satisfaction among the second 
generation, once controlling for individual and area characteristics, are Indians and 
Bangladeshis. These are associated with being among the more and the less advantaged of the 
UKs minority groups, as well as being from somewhat earlier and later migration trajectories 
(Platt 2007b). Thus, the consistently lower satisfaction of the various ethnic minority groups 
relative to the white British majority would seem to transcend straightforward distinctions of 
different social location, or origin – or, indeed religious and cultural origins. Given this, does, 
the evidence suggest that there is, nevertheless some mitigating effect of ethnic group 
concentration at least for the more marginalised or more concentrated groups?  
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Table 3 
Multivariate regressions of life satisfaction on ethnicity. Ethnicity related coefficients from OLS regressions.  
   
Ethnic group (comparison group: White UK)     
Other White Mixed Indian Pakistani Bangladeshi Caribbean African Other N R2 
All 
           
Model 1 
Coeff. -0.04 -0.24** -0.18** -0.32** -0.47** -0.49** -0.17** -0.30** 
32,054 0.004 
S.E. 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.07 0.11 0.07 0.06 0.06 
Model 2
1
 
Coeff. -0.19** -0.20** -0.35** -0.38** -0.50** -0.34** -0.21** -0.40** 
32,053 0.089 
S.E. 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.08 0.11 0.07 0.08 0.07 
Model 3
1,2
 
Coeff. -0.18** -0.19** -0.31** -0.32** -0.44** -0.30** -0.17* -0.38** 
32,053 0.091 
S.E. 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.08 0.12 0.07 0.08 0.07 
First generation 
         
  
Model 1 
Coeff. 0.01 -0.09 -0.08 -0.40** -0.48** -0.42** -0.15* -0.30** 
32,025 0.002 
S.E. 0.05 0.1 0.06 0.09 0.12 0.11 0.07 0.06 
Model 2
1
 
Coeff. -0.11* -0.13 -0.21** -0.41** -0.43** -0.30** -0.14+ -0.37** 
32,024 0.088 
S.E. 0.05 0.1 0.07 0.1 0.12 0.1 0.07 0.07 
Model 3
1,2
 
Coeff. -0.10+ -0.12 -0.17* -0.34** -0.36** -0.26* -0.10 -0.35** 
32,024 0.09 
S.E. 0.05 0.1 0.07 0.1 0.12 0.1 0.08 0.07 
UK born 
         
  
Model 1 
Coeff. -0.33** -0.32** -0.38** -0.21* -0.44* -0.56** -0.31* -0.32** 
31,737 0.003 
S.E. 0.12 0.08 0.08 0.1 0.19 0.08 0.15 0.12 
Model 2
1
 
Coeff. -0.21+ -0.20* -0.47** -0.27** -0.52** -0.32** -0.23 -0.23* 
31,736 0.091 
S.E. 0.11 0.08 0.08 0.1 0.18 0.08 0.15 0.12 
Model 3
1,2
 
Coeff. -0.20+ -0.18* -0.43** -0.20* -0.46* -0.27** -0.18 -0.22+ 31,736 
  
0.093 
  S.E. 0.12 0.08 0.08 0.1 0.18 0.08 0.15 0.12 
Source: Understanding Society, Wave 1, 2009/10, linked with Census 2001 and 2011.  
Notes: + p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<.01. All analyses are adjusted for sample design and non-response. England only. (1) Model also includes the following person-level 
indicators: sex, age, age squared, educational qualifications, marital status, number of children, economic activity status, household income, housing tenure, longstanding 
illness and health status, whether have a religious affiliation, length of stay in UK, urban-rural indicator. (2) Model also includes the following neighbourhood-level 
indicators: 11 Mosaic groups and Townsend Area Deprivation Score.  
28 
 
Table 4 
Multivariate regressions of life satisfaction on ethnicity. Coefficients from OLS regressions. 
 
All First Generation UK born 
 
Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. 
Ethnicity (comparison group: White UK) 
      Other White -0.16* 0.08 -0.11 0.08 -0.11 0.17 
Mixed -0.15* 0.07 -0.08 0.1 -0.14+ 0.08 
Indian -0.32** 0.08 -0.10 0.11 -0.60** 0.12 
Pakistani -0.30* 0.13 0.05 0.18 -0.62** 0.18 
Bangladeshi -0.47* 0.22 -0.44+ 0.25 -0.45 0.32 
Caribbean -0.31** 0.11 -0.36* 0.17 -0.22 0.14 
Black African -0.32** 0.12 -0.24* 0.12 -0.32 0.28 
Other  -0.36** 0.07 -0.32** 0.07 -0.19+ 0.12 
Proportion Chinese 1.67 1.10 1.43 1.17 2.00 1.32 
Proportion Other White 
      Main effect -0.86+ 0.44 -0.98* 0.48 -0.95+ 0.53 
             Interacted with  Other White/Irish 0.21 0.59 0.40 0.63 -0.48 1.39 
Proportion South Asian (Indian, Pakistani,  
Bangladeshi ) 
      Main effect -0.15 0.24 -0.14 0.26 -0.19 0.30 
             Interacted with  Indian 0.16 0.24 -0.16 0.28 0.72+ 0.37 
             Interacted with  Pakistani 0.05 0.38 -0.94+ 0.49 1.07** 0.41 
             Interacted with  Bangladeshi 0.19 0.46 0.29 0.55 0.09 0.65 
Proportion Black (Caribbean, Black 
African) 
      Main effect -0.51 0.42 -0.56 0.48 -0.52 0.48 
             Interacted with  Black Caribbean 0.59 0.55 1.20 0.89 0.24 0.67 
             Interacted with Black African 1.36* 0.57 1.35* 0.62 1.26 1.32 
Herfindahl Index  0.02 0.18 0.00 0.20 -0.01 0.21 
Constant 6.44** 0.20 6.44** 0.21 6.47** 0.23 
Number of observations 32,053 
 
32,024 
 
31,736 
 R
2
 0.09 
 
0.091 
 
0.094 
 Source: Understanding Society, Wave 1, 2009/10, linked with neighbourhood indicators.  
Notes: + p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<.01. All analyses are adjusted for sample design and non-response. England 
only. (1) Model also includes the following indicators: sex, age, age squared, educational qualifications, marital 
status, number of children, economic activity status, household income, housing tenure, longstanding illness and 
health status, whether have a religious affiliation, length of stay in UK, urban-rural indicator, 11 Mosaic groups 
and Townsend Area Deprivation Score. For complete set of results, see Appendices, Table A4. 
 
Table 4 shows the results relating to the second set of hypotheses and the role of ethnic group 
concentration on life satisfaction net of all other characteristics. It provides only those 
coefficients from the full model that relate to ethnic group and area ethnic group composition. 
Full sets of results are provided in the Appendices, Table A4.  Note that the main effects for 
area concentration are largely driven by the effect of the group concentration on the 
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satisfaction of the White UK majority, while own group effects are revealed in the 
interactions. 
As Table 4 illustrates, we do not find strong support for our second main hypothesis on the 
positive effect of own group concentration for the minority groups as a whole. We can see 
that the main ethnic group coefficients in the top part of the table do not differ substantially 
from those found in Model 3 in the top panel of Table 3, except for Black Africans, where the 
negative effect increases for the group overall (as well as across generations). This is because 
for this group alone there is a compensating factor of higher levels of life satisfaction when 
they live in neighbourhoods with a higher proportion of their own ethnic group members. For 
the other groups, as indicated by the lack of change in the ethnic group coefficients and the 
non-significant interactions as a whole, the impact of neighbourhood has a generally positive 
but statistically non-significant effect on life satisfaction. 
However, the story becomes somewhat more complex when we consider differences in 
generations. The coefficients for Pakistani first and second generation also change 
substantially when own group concentration is controlled, with the first generation effect 
becoming marginally positive and insignificantly different from White UK life satisfaction 
levels, and the second generation becoming distinctly less happy. This stems from the fact 
that contrary to our hypothesis 2b, it is UK born Pakistanis and also Indians who are living in 
areas with higher proportion South Asians who report higher levels of life satisfaction, while 
their first generation counterparts report lower levels of life satisfaction. Thus, for these 
groups there is a protective effect of own group concentration – but only for the second 
generation. The first generation, by contrast, would appear to be negatively impacted by own 
group concentration, and hence to be happier when in more dispersed areas.  
Despite the strong positive effects of own group concentration that have been argued for 
immigrants (Phillips 1998), this either is not conducive to their life satisfaction and 
evaluation of their circumstances, or, alternatively may be a rather short-lived effect. This 
would be consistent with findings by Musterd et al. (2008) for economic effects of 
concentration. For those with somewhat longer time horizons than initial arrivals, the 
immigrant generation may interpret areas with higher proportion of co-ethnics as cultural 
enclaves from which they expected to move out soon after they arrived but instead, since that 
expectation has not been realised, they have lower levels of life satisfaction. This explanation 
remains, however, somewhat speculative.  
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In the second generation, those who are more sensitive to awareness of discrimination may 
find the presence of their own group members provide them with psychological protection. 
Moreover, the second generation is likely to have somewhat more control over where they 
live and those who live in more concentrated areas, may have made more of a positive 
decision to do so, especially if it involved breaking the link between deprived 
neighbourhoods and ethnically concentrated neighbourhoods (Dorsett 1998).  
Last but not least, we do not find that ethnic diversity has any effect on life satisfaction 
overall (hypothesis 2a). In line with other UK studies (Letki 2008), any negative impact of 
‘diversity’ is likely to be picked up by other area compositional factors, rather than being 
driven by diversity per se. 
Sensitivity analysis and robustness checks 
As noted we have carried out a series of three robustness checks, relating to the sample 
restrictions. Table 5 reports the ethnic group and area concentration coefficients from the full 
model (Model 4) of life satisfaction, which included all individual and neighbourhood level 
controls. It shows, however, the results when the sample is refined to test for the influence of 
particular sample selection issues on the findings.  
In the first robustness test, we checked that the results for life satisfaction were not 
confounded by issues of translation and understanding, only including those who responded 
to the survey in English. This excluded a very small proportion of the sample but the 
exclusions were overwhelmingly from the Bangladeshi group. We find that the results are 
unaffected by this restriction. 
Second, we restricted our sample to only those living in metropolitan areas, to check that the 
small numbers of ethnic minorities living in less densely populated urban and rural areas 
were not influencing our findings. Again, the results did not change much though the smaller 
sample sizes resulted in some loss of power for a few coefficients. However, the clear 
positive effect of own group concentration for the Black African group, the negative effect of 
own group concentration for first generation Pakistanis and the positive effect for second 
generation Indians and Pakistanis are still clearly identified. Thus, potential distortions 
resulting from small numbers of minorities living in rural areas can be discounted. 
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Table 5  
Robustness Tests: Results from Estimating a Model of Life Satisfaction Using Ordinary Least Squares (Model 4). Coefficients reported for ethnicity related factors only. 
Full set of controls as per Model 4. 
  
Excluding translated questionnaires Only large metropolitan areas 
Only those who reported they would 
like to move 
All 
First 
Generation UK born All 
First 
Generation UK born All 
First 
Generation UK born 
Other White, Irish -0.16* -0.11 -0.11 -0.05 0.07 -0.25 -0.15 -0.02 -0.25 
Mixed -0.15* -0.08 -0.14+ -0.12 -0.13 -0.07 0.01 0.13 0.01 
Indian -0.34** -0.12 -0.60** -0.37** -0.13 -0.58** -0.41** -0.18 -0.62** 
Pakistani -0.31* 0.06 -0.63** -0.32+ 0.15 -0.66** -0.35* 0.13 -0.80** 
Bangladeshi -0.49* -0.41+ -0.51 -0.59* -0.29 -0.93* -0.42+ -0.56+ -0.2 
Caribbean -0.31** -0.36* -0.22 -0.29+ -0.28 -0.25 -0.33* -0.40+ -0.19 
Black African -0.32** -0.24* -0.32 -0.28* -0.23 -0.01 -0.25 -0.07 -0.74 
Other  -0.35** -0.31** -0.19+ -0.35** -0.26** -0.30* -0.25** -0.13 -0.28+ 
Proportion Chinese 1.75 1.49 2.02 2.38+ 2.16 4.03* 1.09 0.46 1.64 
Proportion Other White -0.83+ -0.96* -0.94+ -0.05 -0.56 -0.4 -0.96+ -1.14* -1.06 
             Interacted with  Other White/Irish 0.21 0.41 -0.48 -0.47 -0.46 -0.17 -0.06 0.02 -0.13 
Proportion Indian, Pakistani, Bangladeshi  -0.12 -0.1 -0.18 -0.06 0.08 0.14 -0.26 -0.3 -0.26 
             Interacted with  Indian 0.21 -0.08 0.71+ 0.38 -0.05 0.95* 0.45 0.17 0.98+ 
             Interacted with  Pakistani 0.05 -1.04* 1.12** 0.14 -1.13+ 1.18* -0.02 -1.32* 1.45** 
             Interacted with  Bangladeshi 0.2 0.22 0.19 0.67 0.09 1.26 0.13 0.65 -0.26 
Proportion Black Caribbean, Black African -0.48 -0.53 -0.52 -0.13 -0.27 0.07 -0.14 -0.14 -0.11 
             Interacted with  Black Caribbean 0.59 1.19 0.25 0.35 0.85 0.17 -0.01 0.62 -0.41 
             Interacted with Black African 1.37* 1.36* 1.27 1.17+ 1.32+ 0.09 0.63 0.27 3.18 
Herfindahl Index in LSOA 0.05 0.02 -0.01 0.39 0.38 0.49+ 0.08 0.03 0.07 
Constant 6.40** 6.45** 6.40** 5.08** 5.13** 5.09** 6.40** 6.45** 6.40** 
Number of observations 19,060 18,968 18,614 13,853 13,803 13,390 19,060 18,968 18,614 
+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<.01 
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Third, we evaluated potential selection issues by restricting our sample to only those who 
expressed a desire to move. The effects of own group concentration for Indians and 
Pakistanis remained the same, but the positive effect of own group concentration experienced 
by Black Africans dissipated. The direction of the effects remains the same but the 
coefficients are smaller no longer statistically significant. While some of this difference may 
stem from loss of statistical power – more than 50 per cent of some minority groups express a 
desire to move (see Table 2) - it does suggest that there is a selection process at work for 
Black Africans. That is, that those who live in areas with a higher concentration of their own 
group have positively selected into those areas and are thus inclined to be happier. 
6. Conclusions and discussion 
In this paper, we set out to expand our understanding of the role of neighbourhood effects by 
evaluating their consequences for life satisfaction in England. Specifically, we aimed to 
identify if own group concentration has a protective effect for minorities in terms of their 
own subjective evaluation of how well their lives are going. We premised our analysis on the 
expectation that life satisfaction would be lower across minority groups compared to majority 
groups for a number of reasons, including the disruption and dislocation presented by 
migration for the first generation and the persistence of discrimination and disadvantage in 
the second generation.  
Our results demonstrate that life satisfaction is lower among minorities than the majority and 
that it tends to be particularly low among the UK born, once individual characteristics are 
controlled. In addition, we found some evidence for neighbourhood effects. While 
neighbourhood deprivation has a small but significant impact on life satisfactions, greater 
own group concentration, controlling for area type, is linked to relatively higher levels of 
well-being among Black Africans and among UK born Indians and Pakistanis. By contrast, 
and in opposition to our hypotheses, for first generation Pakistanis greater levels of own 
group concentration are linked to relatively lower levels of life satisfaction, suggesting that 
co-location is rather a constraint than a preference for this group, and that those who have the 
ability to move to areas of lesser concentration exploit that opportunity.  
We subjected our findings to a range of robustness checks. These included testing for 
selection as well as a number of additional sample restrictions. By and large, our results are 
consistent across these specifications, though testing for selection did indicate that the 
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positive effect for Black Africans of relatively higher own group concentrations could be 
interpreted as a selection effect.  
Like much of the literature on neighbourhood effects, the scale of our findings relating to the 
impact of neighbourhood composition is modest. Yet we feel that the evaluation in relation to 
subjective well-being provides a potentially more direct test of posited positive ‘enclave’ 
effects than other more structural outcomes. Given the wide range of individual 
characteristics and additional contextual variables that we were able to mobilise in our 
analysis, and that have been linked in the happiness literature to well-being, it is perhaps 
surprising that we identified such ethnic composition effects at all, particularly given how 
robust they were to our sensitivity tests. We would argue that we have developed some clear 
lines for future research in the possibly counterintuitive contrast between the positive 
concentration effects in the second generation South Asian groups and the more negative or 
neutral influences on well-being for the first generation. Rather than suggesting that 
concentration is linked to alienation, as much of the debate on segregation implies 
(Community Cohesion Review Team 2001), it indicates that proximity of own group 
members may provide cultural, social or emotional resources that are linked to higher levels 
of well-being in a challenging world.  
 
 
 
Extra lit from the footnotes. Remove this once CWUW is deactivated: 
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Appendices 
 
Table A1  
Look-up between ethnic group as reported in the the survey and ethnic groups as 
considered in this study 
Ethnic group as recorded in the interview Categorisation used in this study  
What is your ethnic group? CODE ONE ONLY 
 
White 
British/English/Scottish/Welsh/ Northern Irish 
Irish 
Gypsy or Irish Traveller 
Other 
Mixed 
White and Black Caribbean 
White and Black African 
White and Asian 
White and Black African 
Asian or Asian British 
Indian 
Pakistani 
Bangladeshi 
Chinese 
Any other Asian background 
Black/ African/ Caribbean/ Black British  
Caribbean 
African 
Any other Black background 
Other 
Arab 
Any other ethnic group 
 
 
White UK 
Other White 
Other 
Other White 
 
Mixed 
Mixed 
Mixed 
Mixed 
 
Indian 
Pakistani 
Bangladeshi 
Other 
Other 
 
Caribbean 
African 
Other 
 
Other 
Other 
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Figure A1 
Correlation between the Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) for England 2010 and the 
Townsend Score 2001 across Lower Super Output Areas (LSOA) in England 
corr. coeff. = -.87
0
1
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
3
0
0
0
0
In
d
e
x
 o
f 
M
u
lt
ip
le
 D
e
p
ri
v
a
ti
o
n
 R
a
n
k
-5.00 0.00 5.00 10.00 15.00
Townsend Material Deprivation Score
 
 
 
Figure A2 
Headline description of MOSAIC groups A-K 
Groups Group label Main characteristics of people in this group 
Group A Symbols of success Career professionals living in sought after locations 
Group B Happy families Younger families living in newer homes 
Group C Suburban comfort Older families living in suburbia 
Group D Ties of community Close-knit, inner city and manufacturing town 
communities 
Group E Urban intelligence Educated, young, single people living in areas of 
transient populations 
Group F Welfare borderline People living in social housing with uncertain 
employment in deprived 
Group G Municipal dependency Low income families living in estate based social 
housing 
Group H Blue collar enterprise Upwardly mobile families living in homes bought 
from social landlords 
Group I Twilight subsistence Older people living in social housing with high care 
needs 
Group J Grey perspectives Independent older people with relatively active 
lifestyles 
Group K Rural isolation People living in rural areas far from urbanisation 
Source: Adapted from overview provided by the UK government’s Audit Commission, see 
http://www.audit-
commission.gov.uk/nationalstudies/communitysafety/neighbourhoodcrime/Pages/profiling
mosaic.aspx.  
Date consulted: 23.11.2012 
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Table A2 
Sample description – Mean1 characteristics of individuals and their neighbourhoods by ethnic group and generation 
  
White 
UK 
Other White Mixed Indian Pakistani Bangladeshi Black Caribbean Black African 
  
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
Female 0.56 0.61 0.52 0.59 0.62 0.45 0.56 0.47 0.56 0.45 0.59 0.60 0.67 0.56 0.58 
Age Group 
               16-24 years 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.16 0.37 0.12 0.38 0.12 0.45 0.16 0.66 0.07 0.20 0.17 0.44 
25-29 years 0.07 0.16 0.08 0.08 0.14 0.11 0.11 0.14 0.20 0.16 0.14 0.06 0.10 0.13 0.12 
30-44 years 0.25 0.39 0.36 0.36 0.31 0.36 0.47 0.41 0.34 0.52 0.16 0.16 0.44 0.46 0.36 
45-59 years 0.26 0.17 0.32 0.25 0.15 0.27 0.04 0.25 0.01 0.13 0.03 0.38 0.26 0.19 0.08 
60+ years 0.30 0.15 0.13 0.15 0.02 0.14 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.03 0.02 0.33 0.00 0.05 0.00 
Highest Educational 
Qualifications 
               Degree 0.19 0.42 0.44 0.32 0.26 0.47 0.35 0.32 0.23 0.24 0.21 0.16 0.23 0.35 0.35 
Other higher 0.11 0.14 0.08 0.11 0.13 0.11 0.11 0.06 0.09 0.04 0.07 0.13 0.16 0.17 0.13 
A-level or equivalent 0.19 0.14 0.18 0.25 0.25 0.11 0.28 0.13 0.28 0.18 0.36 0.18 0.22 0.19 0.31 
GCSE or equivalent 0.23 0.07 0.15 0.14 0.27 0.11 0.21 0.16 0.31 0.21 0.29 0.20 0.27 0.14 0.21 
Other or no qualifications 0.27 0.23 0.15 0.18 0.10 0.19 0.06 0.33 0.09 0.33 0.07 0.34 0.12 0.16 0.00 
Current activity status 
               In paid employment 0.48 0.53 0.52 0.47 0.44 0.52 0.53 0.33 0.34 0.37 0.40 0.40 0.54 0.48 0.43 
Self-employed 0.07 0.10 0.08 0.07 0.04 0.07 0.05 0.10 0.04 0.07 0.02 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.08 
Retired 0.24 0.11 0.09 0.11 0.01 0.10 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.28 0.00 0.03 0.00 
Unemployed 0.05 0.06 0.10 0.10 0.16 0.08 0.07 0.09 0.13 0.14 0.09 0.11 0.15 0.13 0.07 
Other 0.16 0.19 0.21 0.24 0.34 0.22 0.35 0.41 0.49 0.41 0.48 0.16 0.25 0.32 0.42 
(continues next page) 
 
42 
 
Table A2 
(Continued) 
  
White 
UK Other White Mixed Indian Pakistani Bangladeshi Black Caribbean Black African 
  
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
Partnership status 
               Single or never married 0.20 0.24 0.27 0.27 0.60 0.17 0.50 0.16 0.47 0.18 0.70 0.28 0.60 0.35 0.65 
Married or cohabiting 0.65 0.64 0.65 0.59 0.33 0.76 0.46 0.75 0.46 0.74 0.27 0.44 0.31 0.51 0.27 
Separated or divorced 0.09 0.08 0.06 0.12 0.06 0.05 0.04 0.07 0.06 0.05 0.03 0.21 0.08 0.11 0.08 
Widowed 0.06 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.08 0.01 0.02 0.01 
No. of own kids in 
household
c
 
0.46 0.51 0.46 0.55 0.54 0.64 0.73 1.26 0.99 1.49 0.43 0.38 0.70 1.02 0.70 
Total monthly personal 
income in £1k
c
 
1.57 1.79 2.19 1.59 1.39 1.55 1.56 1.14 0.96 1.14 0.90 1.38 1.60 1.35 1.50 
Owner of a house or flat 0.72 0.43 0.64 0.45 0.46 0.60 0.81 0.63 0.75 0.33 0.51 0.51 0.48 0.20 0.37 
Long standing illness or 
disability 
0.39 0.24 0.41 0.28 0.26 0.23 0.15 0.28 0.16 0.25 0.14 0.39 0.27 0.16 0.12 
Has a health problem 0.51 0.30 0.49 0.39 0.40 0.33 0.25 0.36 0.22 0.32 0.22 0.57 0.41 0.24 0.24 
Belong to a religion 0.48 0.64 0.60 0.71 0.43 0.88 0.80 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.93 0.76 0.62 0.93 0.84 
Arrived in the UK less than 
10 years ago  
0.56 
 
0.45 
 
0.45 
 
0.36 
 
0.35 
 
0.17 
 
0.59 
 
Lives in an urban area 0.77 0.88 0.87 0.96 0.97 0.98 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.99 1.00 0.99 0.99 
No. years lived at current 
residence
c
 
13.77 6.77 9.04 8.15 8.75 10.30 10.60 9.32 10.64 8.58 12.72 14.42 11.22 4.97 9.16 
Prefer to move 0.38 0.43 0.54 0.53 0.55 0.34 0.43 0.39 0.41 0.47 0.38 0.53 0.58 0.54 0.49 
Lives in a metropolitan 
area 
0.24 0.48 0.52 0.60 0.68 0.67 0.67 0.71 0.76 0.89 0.86 0.80 0.81 0.78 0.88 
Whether 2011 LSOA 
changed since 2001 
0.03 0.05 0.03 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.07 0.07 
(continues next page) 
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Table A2 
(Continued) 
  
White 
UK 
Other White Mixed Indian Pakistani Bangladeshi Black Caribbean Black African 
  
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
1st 
gen-
era-
tion 
UK 
born 
Proportion co-ethnic
c
  0.88 0.08 0.05 0.01 0.02 0.20 0.17 0.25 0.29 0.30 0.29 0.07 0.07 0.09 0.10 
Proportion Other White
c
 0.04 0.10 0.09 0.10 0.10 0.08 0.07 0.08 0.07 0.09 0.08 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.12 
Proportion South Asian
c
 0.04 0.09 0.08 0.16 0.15 0.35 0.32 0.42 0.45 0.45 0.44 0.21 0.19 0.17 0.13 
Proportion Black 
Caribbean or African
c
 0.02 0.06 0.05 0.11 0.11 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.07 0.10 0.07 0.17 0.19 0.17 0.18 
Proportion Chinese
c
  0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 
Herfindahl Index
c
 0.80 0.57 0.60 0.43 0.44 0.38 0.39 0.33 0.36 0.30 0.36 0.30 0.29 0.33 0.32 
Townsend score
c 
 -0.56 1.13 0.66 2.64 2.80 2.38 2.33 4.39 4.52 7.64 6.62 4.10 4.19 4.77 4.12 
Proportion of households 
of type
c
 
               Symbol of Success 0.10 0.11 0.13 0.07 0.08 0.07 0.06 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.03 
Happy families 0.12 0.09 0.09 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.07 
Suburban Comfort 0.18 0.12 0.15 0.13 0.11 0.26 0.26 0.12 0.12 0.05 0.09 0.14 0.14 0.08 0.10 
Ties of community 0.17 0.16 0.14 0.24 0.21 0.30 0.29 0.51 0.54 0.38 0.38 0.28 0.28 0.24 0.25 
Urban Intelligence 0.06 0.20 0.21 0.18 0.17 0.12 0.09 0.06 0.07 0.12 0.10 0.18 0.16 0.17 0.20 
Welfare borderline 0.04 0.09 0.08 0.15 0.17 0.06 0.08 0.11 0.09 0.35 0.29 0.18 0.21 0.27 0.21 
Municipal dependency 0.07 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.03 
Blue collar enterprise 0.11 0.08 0.08 0.06 0.07 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.06 0.07 0.08 0.08 
Twilight subsistence 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 
Grey perspectives 0.08 0.07 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 
 
Number of observations 24,611 1,077 190 222 435 867 438 487 381 380 221 360 414 782 130 
1 Most characteristics are a dichotomy and may therefore be interpreted as proportion. Continuous variables are marked 
c
. 
Note that these descriptives are not population weighted. Adjusted descriptives were provided in Table 2.  
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Table A3A 
 Full model results for summary Table 3. Results for the population living in England (All, N=32,053).  
 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 
Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. 
Ethnicity (comparison group: White 
British) 
      Other White -0.04 0.05 -0.19** 0.06 -0.18** 0.06 
Mixed -0.24** 0.06 -0.20** 0.07 -0.19** 0.07 
Indian -0.18** 0.05 -0.35** 0.06 -0.31** 0.06 
Pakistani -0.32** 0.07 -0.38** 0.08 -0.32** 0.08 
Bangladeshi -0.47** 0.11 -0.50** 0.11 -0.44** 0.12 
Caribbean -0.49** 0.07 -0.34** 0.07 -0.30** 0.07 
Black African -0.17** 0.06 -0.21** 0.08 -0.17* 0.08 
Other  -0.30** 0.06 -0.40** 0.07 -0.38** 0.07 
Age 
  
-0.04** 0.00 -0.04** 0.00 
Age Squared 
  
0.00** 0.00 0.00** 0.00 
Female 
  
0.11** 0.02 0.11** 0.02 
No. children in the household 
  
-0.06** 0.01 -0.05** 0.01 
Marital status ( Married or Cohabiting) 
      Single never married 
  
-0.27** 0.03 -0.26** 0.03 
Separated/ Divorced 
  
-0.40** 0.03 -0.39** 0.03 
Widowed 
  
-0.33** 0.05 -0.33** 0.05 
Highest level of qualification ( Degree) 
      Other higher degree 
  
-0.08** 0.03 -0.08** 0.03 
A-levels 
  
-0.05* 0.03 -0.04+ 0.03 
GCSE or comparable 
  
-0.09** 0.03 -0.08** 0.03 
Other qualification or None 
  
-0.10** 0.03 -0.07* 0.03 
Economic activity status ( In paid 
employment) 
      Self-employed 
  
0.04 0.03 0.04 0.03 
Retired 
  
0.37** 0.04 0.37** 0.04 
Unemployed 
  
-0.38** 0.04 -0.36** 0.04 
Other 
  
-0.12** 0.03 -0.12** 0.03 
Personal income 
  
0.03** 0.01 0.03** 0.01 
Lives in owner occupied flat/house 
  
0.27** 0.02 0.24** 0.02 
Has longstanding illness/disability 
  
-0.47** 0.02 -0.47** 0.02 
Has health problem 
  
-0.11** 0.02 -0.10** 0.02 
Has a religion 
  
0.04* 0.02 0.04* 0.02 
Lives in urban area 
  
-0.07** 0.02 -0.02 0.03 
Generation (UK Born) 
      In UK 10+ years 
  
0.07 0.05 0.07 0.05 
In UK <10 years 
  
0.31** 0.06 0.31** 0.06 
(continues next page) 
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Table A3A 
(continued) 
 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 
Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. 
Townsend Index 
    
-0.01* 0.01 
Proportion of households classified as  
(Symbols of Success/Rural Isolation) 
      Happy families 
    
-0.05 0.06 
Suburban Comfort 
    
-0.07 0.06 
Ties of community 
    
-0.07 0.06 
Urban Intelligence 
    
-0.02 0.08 
Welfare borderline 
    
-0.04 0.12 
Municipal dependency 
    
-0.12 0.11 
Blue collar enterprise 
    
-0.14+ 0.08 
Twilight subsistence 
    
0.15 0.16 
Grey perspectives 
    
0.04 0.07 
Constant 5.30** 0.01 6.36** 0.08 6.37** 0.09 
R
2
 0.004 
 
0.089 
 
0.09 
 + p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<.01 
Source: Understanding Society, Wave 1, 2009/10, linked with information at LSOA-level from national 
statistics  
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Table A3B 
Full model results for summary Table 3. Results for the White UK population and First Generation ethnic 
minorities living in England (First Generation, N= 32,024).  
 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 
Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. 
Ethnicity (comparison group: White 
British) 
      Other White 0.01 0.05 -0.11* 0.05 -0.10+ 0.05 
Mixed -0.09 0.1 -0.13 0.10 -0.12 0.10 
Indian -0.08 0.06 -0.21** 0.07 -0.17* 0.07 
Pakistani -0.40** 0.09 -0.41** 0.10 -0.34** 0.10 
Bangladeshi -0.48** 0.12 -0.43** 0.12 -0.36** 0.12 
Caribbean -0.42** 0.11 -0.30** 0.10 -0.26* 0.10 
Black African -0.15* 0.07 -0.14+ 0.07 -0.10 0.08 
Other  -0.30** 0.06 -0.37** 0.07 -0.35** 0.07 
Age 
  
-0.04** 0.00 -0.04** 0.00 
Age Squared 
  
0.00** 0.00 0.00** 0.00 
Female 
  
0.12** 0.02 0.11** 0.02 
No. children in the household 
  
-0.05** 0.01 -0.05** 0.01 
Marital status ( Married or Cohabiting) 
      Single never married 
  
-0.27** 0.03 -0.26** 0.03 
Separated/ Divorced 
  
-0.41** 0.03 -0.40** 0.03 
Widowed 
  
-0.33** 0.05 -0.33** 0.05 
Highest level of qualification ( Degree) 
      Other higher degree 
  
-0.09** 0.03 -0.09** 0.03 
A-levels 
  
-0.06* 0.03 -0.05+ 0.03 
GCSE or comparable 
  
-0.09** 0.03 -0.08** 0.03 
Other qualification or None 
  
-0.10** 0.03 -0.07* 0.03 
Economic activity status ( In paid 
employment) 
      Self-employed 
  
0.04 0.03 0.03 0.03 
Retired 
  
0.36** 0.04 0.36** 0.04 
Unemployed 
  
-0.38** 0.04 -0.37** 0.04 
Other 
  
-0.13** 0.03 -0.13** 0.03 
Personal income 
  
0.03** 0.01 0.03** 0.01 
Lives in owner occupied flat/house 
  
0.27** 0.02 0.24** 0.02 
Has longstanding illness/disability 
  
-0.47** 0.02 -0.47** 0.02 
Has health problem 
  
-0.11** 0.02 -0.10** 0.02 
Has a religion 
  
0.04* 0.02 0.03+ 0.02 
Lives in urban area 
  
-0.07** 0.02 -0.02 0.03 
In UK <10 years 
  
0.24** 0.05 0.24** 0.05 
(continues next page) 
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Table A3B 
(continued) 
 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 
Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. 
Townsend Index 
    
-0.02* 0.01 
Proportion of households classified as  
(Symbols of Success/Rural Isolation) 
      Happy families 
    
-0.04 0.06 
Suburban Comfort 
    
-0.06 0.06 
Ties of community 
    
-0.06 0.07 
Urban Intelligence 
    
0.01 0.08 
Welfare borderline 
    
0.04 0.13 
Municipal dependency 
    
-0.09 0.11 
Blue collar enterprise 
    
-0.13 0.08 
Twilight subsistence 
    
0.13 0.16 
Grey perspectives 
    
0.05 0.07 
Constant 5.30** 0.01 6.34** 0.09 6.34** 0.10 
R
2
 0.002 
 
0.09 
 
0.09 
 + p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<.01,  
Source: Understanding Society, Wave 1, 2009/10, linked with information at LSOA-level from national 
statistics 
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Table A3C 
Full model results for summary Table 3. Results for the White UK population and UK born ethnic minorities 
living in England (UK born, N=31,736).  
 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 
Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. 
Ethnicity (comparison group: White 
British) 
      Other White -0.33** 0.12 -0.21+ 0.11 -0.20+ 0.12 
Mixed -0.32** 0.08 -0.20* 0.08 -0.18* 0.08 
Indian -0.38** 0.08 -0.47** 0.08 -0.43** 0.08 
Pakistani -0.21* 0.10 -0.27** 0.10 -0.20* 0.10 
Bangladeshi -0.44* 0.19 -0.52** 0.18 -0.46* 0.18 
Caribbean -0.56** 0.08 -0.32** 0.08 -0.27** 0.08 
Black African -0.31* 0.15 -0.23 0.15 -0.18 0.15 
Other  -0.32** 0.12 -0.23* 0.12 -0.22+ 0.12 
Age 
  
-0.05** 0.00 -0.04** 0.00 
Age Squared 
  
0.00** 0.00 0.00** 0.00 
Female 
  
0.11** 0.02 0.11** 0.02 
No. children in the household 
  
-0.06** 0.01 -0.06** 0.01 
Marital status ( Married or Cohabiting) 
      Single never married 
  
-0.29** 0.03 -0.28** 0.03 
Separated/ Divorced 
  
-0.40** 0.04 -0.40** 0.04 
Widowed 
  
-0.33** 0.05 -0.33** 0.05 
Highest level of qualification ( Degree) 
      Other higher degree 
  
-0.06+ 0.03 -0.06+ 0.03 
A-levels 
  
-0.04 0.03 -0.03 0.03 
GCSE or comparable 
  
-0.08** 0.03 -0.07* 0.03 
Other qualification or None 
  
-0.08* 0.03 -0.05+ 0.03 
Economic activity status ( In paid 
employment) 
      Self-employed 
  
0.06+ 0.03 0.06+ 0.03 
Retired 
  
0.39** 0.04 0.38** 0.04 
Unemployed 
  
-0.38** 0.05 -0.36** 0.05 
Other 
  
-0.14** 0.03 -0.13** 0.03 
Personal income 
  
0.03** 0.01 0.03** 0.01 
Lives in owner occupied flat/house 
  
0.29** 0.02 0.25** 0.03 
Has longstanding illness/disability 
  
-0.47** 0.02 -0.47** 0.02 
Has health problem 
  
-0.10** 0.02 -0.10** 0.02 
Has a religion 
  
0.05* 0.02 0.05* 0.02 
Lives in urban area 
  
-0.07** 0.02 -0.02 0.03 
(continues next page) 
49 
 
 
Table A3C 
(continued) 
 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 
Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. 
Townsend Index 
    
-0.01+ 0.01 
Proportion of households classified as  
(Symbols of Success/Rural Isolation) 
      Happy families 
    
-0.02 0.06 
Suburban Comfort 
    
-0.05 0.06 
Ties of community 
    
-0.04 0.07 
Urban Intelligence 
    
0.00 0.09 
Welfare borderline 
    
-0.09 0.14 
Municipal dependency 
    
-0.10 0.12 
Blue collar enterprise 
    
-0.07 0.09 
Twilight subsistence 
    
0.16 0.16 
Grey perspectives 
    
0.07 0.07 
Constant 5.30** 0.01 6.39** 0.09 6.39** 0.10 
R
2
 0.003 
 
0.09 
 
0.09 
 + p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<.01 
Source: Understanding Society, Wave 1, 2009/10, linked with information at LSOA-level from national 
statistics 
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Table A4 
 Full model results for summary Table 4.  
 
All First Generation UK born 
 
Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. 
Ethnicity (comparison group: White 
British) 
      Other White -0.16* 0.08 -0.11 0.08 -0.11 0.17 
Mixed -0.15* 0.07 -0.08 0.1 -0.14+ 0.08 
Indian -0.32** 0.08 -0.1 0.11 -0.60** 0.12 
Pakistani -0.30* 0.13 0.05 0.18 -0.62** 0.18 
Bangladeshi -0.47* 0.22 -0.44+ 0.25 -0.45 0.32 
Caribbean -0.31** 0.11 -0.36* 0.17 -0.22 0.14 
Black African -0.32** 0.12 -0.24* 0.12 -0.32 0.28 
Other  -0.36** 0.07 -0.32** 0.07 -0.19+ 0.12 
Age -0.04** 0.00 -0.04** 0.00 -0.04** 0.00 
Age Squared 0.00** 0.00 0.00** 0.00 0.00** 0.00 
Female 0.11** 0.02 0.11** 0.02 0.11** 0.02 
No. children in the household -0.05** 0.01 -0.05** 0.01 -0.06** 0.01 
Marital status ( Married or Cohabiting) 
      Single never married -0.26** 0.03 -0.26** 0.03 -0.28** 0.03 
Separated/ Divorced -0.40** 0.03 -0.40** 0.03 -0.40** 0.04 
Widowed -0.33** 0.05 -0.33** 0.05 -0.33** 0.05 
Highest level of qualification ( Degree) 
      Other higher degree -0.08** 0.03 -0.09** 0.03 -0.06* 0.03 
A-levels -0.05+ 0.03 -0.05+ 0.03 -0.04 0.03 
GCSE or comparable -0.08** 0.03 -0.08** 0.03 -0.07** 0.03 
Other qualification or None -0.08** 0.03 -0.08* 0.03 -0.06+ 0.03 
Economic activity status ( In paid 
employment) 
      Self-employed 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.06+ 0.03 
Retired 0.37** 0.04 0.36** 0.04 0.38** 0.04 
Unemployed -0.36** 0.04 -0.37** 0.04 -0.35** 0.05 
Other -0.12** 0.03 -0.14** 0.03 -0.14** 0.03 
Personal income 0.03** 0.01 0.03** 0.01 0.03** 0.01 
Lives in owner occupied flat/house 0.24** 0.02 0.24** 0.02 0.25** 0.03 
Has longstanding illness/disability -0.47** 0.02 -0.47** 0.02 -0.47** 0.02 
Has health problem -0.10** 0.02 -0.10** 0.02 -0.10** 0.02 
Has a religion 0.04* 0.02 0.04+ 0.02 0.05* 0.02 
Lives in urban area 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 
Generation (UK Born) 
      In UK 10+ years 0.07 0.05 
    In UK <10 years 0.31** 0.06 
    In UK < 11 years  
  
0.23** 0.05 
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Table A4 
(continued) 
 
All First Generation UK born 
 
Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. 
Townsend Index 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 
Proportion of households classified as  
(Symbols of Success/Rural Isolation) 
      Happy families -0.08 0.06 -0.06 0.06 -0.04 0.06 
Suburban Comfort -0.08 0.06 -0.07 0.06 -0.06 0.06 
Ties of community -0.12+ 0.07 -0.13+ 0.07 -0.10 0.07 
Urban Intelligence -0.04 0.08 -0.02 0.09 0.01 0.09 
Welfare borderline -0.15 0.13 -0.11 0.14 -0.15 0.15 
Municipal dependency -0.35** 0.13 -0.34** 0.13 -0.30* 0.14 
Blue collar enterprise -0.25** 0.09 -0.26** 0.09 -0.17+ 0.09 
Twilight subsistence 0.00 0.16 -0.04 0.16 0.03 0.17 
Grey perspectives -0.03 0.07 -0.03 0.07 0.01 0.07 
Proportion Chinese 1.67 1.10 1.43 1.17 2.00 1.32 
Proportion Other White 
      Main effect -0.86+ 0.44 -0.98* 0.48 -0.95+ 0.53 
             Interacted with  Other White/Irish 0.21 0.59 0.40 0.63 -0.48 1.39 
 Proportion Indian, Pakistani, Bangladeshi  
      Main effect -0.15 0.24 -0.14 0.26 -0.19 0.30 
             Interacted with  Indian 0.16 0.24 -0.16 0.28 0.72+ 0.37 
             Interacted with  Pakistani 0.05 0.38 -0.94+ 0.49 1.07** 0.41 
             Interacted with  Bangladeshi 0.19 0.46 0.29 0.55 0.09 0.65 
Proportion Black Caribbean, Black African 
      Main effect -0.51 0.42 -0.56 0.48 -0.52 0.48 
             Interacted with  Black Caribbean 0.59 0.55 1.20 0.89 0.24 0.67 
             Interacted with Black African 1.36* 0.57 1.35* 0.62 1.26 1.32 
Herfindahl Index  0.02 0.18 0.00 0.20 -0.01 0.21 
Constant 6.44** 0.20 6.44** 0.21 6.47** 0.23 
Number of observations 32,053 
 
32,024 
 
31,736 
 R
2
 0.09 
 
0.091 
 
0.094 
 + p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<.01 
Source: Understanding Society, Wave 1, 2009/10, linked with information at LSOA-level from national 
statistics 
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Table A5 
Results from Estimating a Model of Life Satisfaction Using Ordinary Least Squares, separately for each ethnic group without any neighbourhood characteristics 
 
White UK Other White Mixed Indian Pakistani Bangladeshi Caribbean Black African 
Age -0.04** -0.03 -0.11** -0.04 -0.05 0.02 -0.05 -0.07** 
Age Squared 0.00** 0 0.00** 0 0 0 0 0.00* 
Female 0.11** 0.16 -0.05 0.16 0.17 0.14 -0.17 -0.19 
No. children in the household -0.05** 0.07 -0.16+ -0.16* -0.07 -0.08 -0.09 0 
Marital status ( Married or Cohabiting) 
        Single never married -0.29** -0.11 -0.42* -0.21 -0.04 -0.49 -0.34+ -0.05 
Separated/ Divorced -0.41** -0.34 -0.82** -0.28 -0.2 -0.83+ -0.3 -0.29 
Widowed -0.33** -0.33 0.48 -1.1 0.37 -0.17 -0.45 0.36 
Highest level of qualification ( Degree) 
        Other higher degree -0.07* -0.17 -0.26 0.05 -0.04 -0.24 -0.13 -0.22 
A-levels -0.04 -0.15 -0.06 -0.12 -0.01 0.37+ -0.23 0 
GCSE or comparable -0.08** -0.12 -0.29 -0.12 -0.23 0.06 -0.04 0.09 
Other qualification or None -0.08* -0.16 -0.43 0.03 -0.37 0.43 0.01 0.07 
Economic activity status (in paid employment) 
        Self-employed 0.06+ -0.08 0.07 0.2 0.29 0.09 -0.14 -0.02 
Retired 0.38** 0.28 0.19 0.11 0.12 1.53* 0 0.39 
Unemployed -0.38** -0.39 -0.66* 0.08 -0.17 -0.06 -0.43+ -0.64** 
Other -0.16** 0.03 0.19 0.03 -0.15 0.13 -0.09 -0.04 
(continues next page) 
53 
 
 
 
Table A5 
(continued) 
 
White UK Other White Mixed Indian Pakistani Bangladeshi Caribbean Black African 
Personal income 0.03** 0.02 0.05 0.05* 0.06+ 0.17** 0.04 0.05 
Lives in owner occupied flat/house 0.28** 0.21 0.31* 0.25+ 0.25 -0.26 0.17 0.01 
Has longstanding illness/disability -0.47** -0.38* -0.25 -0.73** -0.58** -0.84** -0.52** -0.55+ 
Has health problem -0.10** -0.13 0.04 0.03 -0.08 0.01 -0.33+ -0.34+ 
Has a religion 0.05* -0.11 0.14 0.29 0.72 0.43+ -0.12 0.09 
Lives in urban area -0.06** -0.13 -0.13 -0.17 -1.07** -1.42** 0.24 -0.13 
Generation (UK Born) 
        In UK 10+ years 
 
0.06 0.06 0.08 0.04 -0.06 -0.06 0.27 
In UK <10 years 
 
0.41* 0.18 0.60** 0.15 0.08 0.2 0.25 
Constant 6.38** 5.72** 7.42** 5.55** 6.34** 5.97** 6.18** 6.72** 
Number of observations 24,263 1,173 657 1,305 868 601 773 912 
R
2
 0.09 0.079 0.172 0.105 0.087 0.122 0.099 0.096 
+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<.01 
Source: Understanding Society, Wave 1, 2009/10, linked with information at LSOA-level from national statistics.  
